By generating soil phytolith and charcoal data from a region of geoglyph construction in southwest Amazonia, Watling et al. (1) provide important evidence on a current debate over the scale and intensity of preColumbian modification of Amazonia (e.g., refs. 2-6). The clear evidence for human activity in their study region from approximately 2000-600 B.P. makes it all the more interesting that the authors found "no evidence that sizeable clearings were created for any significant length of time (i.e., over multidecadal to centennial timescales) for geoglyph construction and use," concluding the geoglyphs were used on a sporadic rather than continual basis (1). However, Watling et al. misstate a number of data points and interpretations we made from similar research in other regions of Amazonia. Using a similar methodology, we investigated 11 previously unstudied interfluvial forest locations in western and central Amazonia (2, 3). We also found no evidence for sizeable, persistent forest clearings and intensive occupation by prehistoric populations. Forest burning was limited or undetected in many localities and in addition, no terra preta or human artifacts (stone tools, ceramics) were found (2, 3). We concluded (2, 3), as do Watling et al. (1), that largescale deforestation and fire impacts with postColombian reforestation consequences (atmospheric CO 2 decrease) postulated for Amazonia (7, 8) need reassessment.
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Watling et al.
(1), however, curiously question the significant role that charcoal data played in our interpretations. As we were testing opinions (7, 8) that preColumbian populations transformed forest over much of Amazonia with fire as a major tool, studying fire events without interpreting charcoal abundance would have been nonsensical. Furthermore, our fire interpretations were more nuanced than Watling et al.
(1) suggest, and our multiproxy data were concordant in indicating small, sporadic, and localized human impacts on the forests we studied (2, 3). Unfortunately, however, Watling et al. (1), place us in a polarized "limited human impacts" camp of the Amazon debate, despite our repeatedly noting that on present evidence, human influences were heterogeneous across Amazonia and much more research was needed in the vast, understudied interfluves for proper evaluation of cultural environmental impacts (2, 3, 9). Amazonia as a largely untouched vs. extensively transformed landscape is at this point a false dichotomy; an expectation of the latter is likely to be as misleading as the former.
Recognizing that ancient forest clearance and fire over wide areas of Amazonia have not been demonstrated (1-3, 9, 10), scholars increasingly attempt to discern the nature and extent of prehistoric forest management practices (e.g., refs. 1, 4, and 5). Watling et al.
(1) argue forests were altered for millennia before geoglyph construction with agroforestry and resource management, predominantly using palm phytoliths as manipulation markers. However, there was no palm frequency increase at distances >0.5 km from the geoglyph studied for this effect, indicating localized human influences, and whether humans were actively managing palms for millennia is unclear. We have argued elsewhere that modern botanical inventories, also used by Watling et al.
(1) as a proxy for forest management, may for a number of reasons be poor reflectors of the prehistoric era (3, 9).
